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Jose Garduno Dominguez, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions pro se

for review of the Board of Immigration Appeals' ("BIA") summary affirmance

without opinion of an Immigration Judge's ("IJ") denial of his application for
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cancellation of removal. We vacate the BIA's decision and remand.

The IJ denied petitioner’s application on two independent grounds: failure to

establish continuous physical presence and failure to demonstrate exceptional and

extremely unusual hardship to his United States citizen children. 

We have jurisdiction to review whether petitioner met the continuous

physical presence requirement.  See Romero-Torres v. Ashcroft, 327 F.3d 887, 890

(9th Cir. 2003). We lack jurisdiction, however, to review whether he satisfied the

hardship requirement.  Id. at 891.

Because the BIA affirmed without opinion, we have no way of knowing on

which ground or grounds the BIA affirmed, and in turn whether we have

jurisdiction to review the BIA's decision.  See Lanza v. Ashcroft, 389 F.3d 917, 932

(9th Cir. 2004).  Accordingly, we vacate the BIA's decision and remand with

instructions to clarify its grounds for affirming the IJ's denial of petitioner’s

application for cancellation of removal.  Id.

VACATED and REMANDED.


